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OPINION




PER CURIAM
Jibril L. Ibrahim appeals from an order of the United States District Court for the

Middle District of Pennsylvania, denying his motion to proceed in forma pauperis (ifp).

We will affirm the Court’s order.

Ibrahim filed a complaint in Pennsylvania’s Court of Common Pleas for Union
County. That Court granted Ibrahim’s motion to proceed ifp, but issued a Rule to Show
Cause why the case should not be transferred to federal court or dismissed. After Ibrahim
responded, the Court entered an order noting that it lacked subject matter jurisdiction, and
transferred the matter to the United States District Court for the Middle District of
Pennsylvania.

The District Court treated the complaint as a newly filed complaint, requiring
payment of filing fees. The Court initially granted Ibrahim’s motion to proceed ifp,
relying on his false certification that he had not had three or more actions dismissed as
frivolous, malicious, or for failure to state a claim upon which relief may be granted.
Later, the defendants asked the Court to take judicial notice that Ibrahim had filed
numerous frivolous actions. On February 12, 2004, the Court entered an order rescinding
its previous order that had granted Ibrahim’s ifp application. The Court ordered Ibrahim
to pay the remaining $147.59 within 30 days, and warned that the suit would be dismissed
if he failed to pay within that time. Ibrahim timely appealed, and has paid the fee for his

appeal.



Ibrahim argues that because he was granted ifp in the state court, the District Court
should have honored his ifp status when the case was transferred to the District Court.

However, the state court lacked authority to “transfer” the case. See Bloom v. Fine, 653

A.2d 1292 (Pa. Super. 1995) (state court may not transfer case to federal court). Thus,
the District Court properly treated the complaint as a newly filed action. As Ibrahim has
had three or more actions dismissed as frivolous or for failure to state a claim, the District
Court properly rescinded his ifp status and required payment of fees. 28 U.S.C.

§ 1915(g). Thus, we will affirm the order of the District Court.



